Country averages are the most popular instrument for studying cross-national variability of values, and within-country value diversity is rarely taken into consideration in such studies.
INTRODUCTION
The comparative cross-country analysis of human values has succeeded in discovering important value dimensions and describing the population of different countries in terms of these dimensions (Inglehart, 1997; Inglehart, Baker, 2000; Inglehart, Welzel, 2010; Schwartz, 2005 Schwartz, , 2007 Hofstede, 1980) . As a result, many countries have been located on so-called cultural maps that represent each country by the values of an average resident. When a researcher compares countries, he/she knows about within-country value diversity quite well, but the substantial aspects of this diversity very rarely become a basis for between-country comparisons 5 .
Inglehart and Welzel provide a rationale for bypassing the within-country diversity in cross-country comparisons of values. They argue that "cross-national differences dwarf the differences within given societies. The ellipse [drawn on the value map] shows the size of the average standard deviation within given countries. It occupies a tiny fraction of the map 6 " (Inglehart, Welzel, 2010, p. 553) . So the distances between country means along value dimensions are usually rather large compared to the country standard deviations. As a result, the populations of different countries just slightly overlap or do not overlap at all.
But it appears that this conclusion is not applicable to the basic values of the European
populations measured with the Schwartz value dimensions (Schwartz, 1992) . 
Self-Enhancement and Openness to change -Conservation in Europe
It would be helpful to complement the country averages comparison with some other techniques of cross-country value comparison, and this technique should be able to grasp the within-country variance as well as between-country differences.
The most straightforward way of combining the study of within-and between-country variances is to plot the within-country distributions of each of 10 Schwartz value indices and to observe how they overlap in different countries. But our idea is to find a more holistic and parsimonious instrument to reach this goal. In our previous research (Magun, Rudnev, 2008) , we have used k-means cluster analysis as such an instrument and classified the European population into 4 clusters based on 21 Schwartz value items from the European Social Survey. Then we considered the within-country distributions of the 4 clusters' members and compared the withincountry shares of each cluster across all countries studied. We concluded that every country has the representatives of all four value clusters. Every country shares the representatives of the same clusters, and cross-country differences in values arise due to the fact that people are distributed between these types in different ways in different countries. So, the classification of respondents based on their values proved to be a feasible instrument to compare countries in a more detailed manner than can be done by comparing country means. This instrument combines 21 value items into different systems of preferences and classifies respondents with similar systems of value Lee and coauthors (Lee, Soutar, Daly, and Louviere, 2011) have found value clusters for several American and Chinese samples using SPSS's two-step cluster analysis. They have found a four-cluster solution that has been robust for different countries and samples, but the United
States and China differ from each other in the exact shares of the clusters found.
As expected, the clusters differ from each other by the average importance of various values for their members. It is noteworthy that when labeling clusters, the authors emphasized the values with maximum salience for each cluster (as compared to the other ones) but paid no attention to the values which were relatively less pronounced in each of the clusters. As a result the authors ignored many of the value preferences, which were an essential feature of the value clusters they discovered. Moors and Vermunt (2007) have applied the classification method to the cross-cultural study of values as well. They have focused on the heterogeneity of rankings of Inglehart's materialism-postmaterialism values battery and successfully used the latent class analysis (LCA) to classify the European population. Moors and Vermunt were not interested in looking at within-country differences, but the method they used for classification is attractive as an alternative instrument of exploring within-country value diversity. The same implication comes from the papers of Siegers (2011) and Kankaras (2010 Kankaras ( , 2011 ) who have applied the LCA to classify respondents on the basis of their values, religious orientations and preferences for social development, and whose main interest was to check the invariance of latent class structure in different countries.
The objective of this paper is to classify the European respondents on the basis of their responses to 21 European Social Survey (ESS) Schwartz value items and to use this classification for the description of the within-and between-country similarities and differences.
Such a classification of respondents is an alternative way to aggregate the Schwartz value data, which enables a researcher to tackle the typical value syndromes unlike continuous value indices, categories and axes.
Our current paper is based on latent class analysis (LCA), which is a more advanced method of classification.
Hypotheses and rationale:
1. Value classes differ from each other by the respondents' value preferences, i.e. the people within each class have preferences that are similar to each other and dissimilar to the people from the other classes.
In fact, such a ground for classification is prompted by the centering procedure recommended by Schwartz and by his theory of the circular value structure (see in detail in "Data and methodology"). 
DATA AND METHODOLOGY
We use the European Social Survey (ESS) data for 33 European countries (Jowell, Roberts, Fitzgerald, Eva, 2007 Since the purpose of this paper is to find the value fractions of the whole population of the European countries, the data have been weighted by population weight. The population weight increases the effect of samples from highly populated countries and decreases the effect of the samples from less populated countries. The countries included have been weighted by the design weight as well 7 .
Values are measured by a modification of the Portrait Values Questionnaire developed by Schwartz (Schwartz, Lehmann, Roccas, 1999; Schwartz, Melech, Lehmann, Burgess, & Harris, 2001; Schwartz, 2003) . Like his other questionnaires, this one was designed to measure the 10 basic values (Schwartz, Bilsky, 1990; Schwartz, 1992) . Respondents were provided with 21 descriptions of people characterized by certain values (see Table 1 ). They assessed each of the portraits using a six-point scale: "very much like me" (6 points), "like me" (5 points), "somewhat like me" (4 points), "a little like me" (3 points), "not like me" (2 points), or "not like me at all" (1 point). So in this paper, a higher score denotes a stronger commitment to the value 8 .
There are four sets of variables to describe values (see Table 1 ). The value variables belong to various aggregation levels. The subjective importance of the "first level" values was measured directly by the responses to the 21 questionnaire items. Those indicators were used as they are: no aggregation has been applied 9 . 10 higher-order value indices ("second level" values) are listed in Table 1 ; these value indexes were calculated as averages of the values combining each index. Previous studies by Schwartz showed that the ten "second level" values may be grouped in turn into four higher order value categories ("third level" values). Pairs of these value categories are related reciprocally: with an increase in the subjective importance of one value category, the importance of its opposite decreases. Thus, these relations allow us to construct two higher order value dimensions, or value axes ("fourth level"). Each item score for every respondent is centered by subtracting from its raw score the individual average for all the 21 items. The rationale and algorithm for centering was proposed by Schwartz (Schwartz, 2003; Verkasalo, Antonovsky, Sagiv, 1997) and described in detail at the ESS website: www.europeansocialsurvey.org.
axis, Openness to Change -Conservation. The second axis, Self-Transcendence -SelfEnhancement reflects the opposition between value categories Self-Transcendence (which combines the value indices of benevolence and universalism) and Self-Enhancement (which combines the value indices of achievement and power). The scores for value categories
Openness to Change, Conservation, Self-Transcendence, and Self-Enhancement are calculated as averages of the value indices (second-level values). And the scores for the value indices were calculated as averages of the primary items. The scores for value axes were calculated as the differences between the scores on the relevant categories. To classify the respondents on the basis of their value syndromes (or value patterns) we use the latent class analysis (LCA), which was introduced by Lazarsfeld and Henry (Lazarsfeld, Henry, 1968) . Compared to classical clustering methods like k-means, LCA is a model-based technique which takes into account measurement error, uses probabilities instead of ad hoc criteria to estimate cluster centers, and provides strict statistical criteria to determine the number of classes (Magidson, Vermunt, 2002) . The latter option is specifically important for the exploratory mode of analysis that we have employed in this paper. Since the input variables are assumed to be continuous and we are interested in clusters, not factors, we have employed the so-called latent profile model (LPM) (Vermunt, 2004) . We used analysis of "Mixture" type in Mplus software (Muthen & Muthen, 2010) and from two available estimators we chose Maximum Likelihood Robust (MLR) which is robust to non-normality and non-independence when estimating standard errors and chi-square statistics. By default, Mplus uses Full Information Maximum Likelihood (FIML) for imputation of missing values. An Mplus code used for analysis is reported in the Appendix.
In order to make the within-and between-country comparisons more elaborate, we will describe countries with the fractionalization index, which is a special measure of diversity for nominal data suggested by Alesina and coauthors (Alesina et.al., 2003 ).
An index of value fractionalization may be calculated for each country following the algorithm suggested by Alesina et. al.:
where s ij equals a share of group i in the country j.
To get this index free from the exact number of classes, we divided it by the maximum 
RESULTS

Classifying Europeans by their Basic Values
Each of 61299 respondents included in the latent class analysis was represented by the 21
Schwartz value items and these people were classified in a various number of classes. The optimal number of classes can be defined with the VLR (Vuong-Lo-Mendell-Rubin) test, that indicates the probability for each LCA classification that the number of classes one less than in the current solution is sufficient. The test's results demonstrate a significant increase of the probability that 6 classes are enough. It means that the latent class analysis of the Europeans built on their basic values has resulted in 6 classes.
The estimated means of 21 value items for each latent class are presented in Table 1 .
Figures 2 and 3 demonstrate the value profiles of these classes in a more parsimonious way, indicating the class averages of the value categories and value axes. Openness Conservation Self-Transcendence Self-Enhancement Fig. 2 locates the average scores of the six value classes in the space of the two value axes. As was mentioned above, the meaning of the axis score of the individual is his/her preference for one value category over its opposite. Therefore, this figure describes the value classes in terms of the two preferences: "Openness vs. Conservation" and "Self-Transcendence vs. Self-Enhancement".
Most Europeans are located at the upper left corner of the Fig. 2 , which means the preference of Self-Transcendence over Self-Enhancement and Conservation over Openness to
Change. 57% of the European population considers Self-Transcendence to be more important than Self-Enhancement (members of classes 1, 2, 3 and 5) and 47% of the European population prefers the values of Conservation to Openness to Change (members of classes 2, 3 and 5). As a result there are three classes (47% of the population) where the preference of Self-Transcendence (over Self-Enhancement) combines with the preference of Conservation (over Openness to change), one class (10% of population) in which the preference of Self-Transcendence (to SelfEnhancement) combines with the preference of Openness (over Conservation) and one small class (5% of population) in which the preference of Openness over Conservation combines with the preference of Self-Enhancement over Self-Transcendence.
We describe the classes starting with the ones that have more prominent preferences.
Class 2 (embraced by 9% of the population) combines the strong average preference of SelfTranscendence over Self-Enhancement with the strongest preference for Conservation over Openness. As can be seen from Table 1 , members of this class have the highest scores across all the classes on all the items measuring Conservation values (importance of security, conformity, and tradition) and the lowest scores on all the items measuring Openness to Change (importance of being creative and making one's own decisions, of trying new things and seeking adventures, and of having a good time and seeking fun).
Class 3 (15% of the population) combines the strongest preference for SelfTranscendence over Self-Enhancement and the weak preference for Conservation over
Openness. This class' members have the highest scores across all the classes on the items indicating the importance of helping people and the lowest scores on the four items measuring Self-Enhancement (importance of personal success, positive social evaluation, wealth, and power).
Class 1 (10% of population) combines a strong preference for Self-Transcendence over Self-Enhancement with moderate preference for Openness over Conservation. This class' members have the highest score across all the classes on the item measuring tolerance of other people (a component of Self-Transcendence), as well as the highest scores on the three items measuring self-direction and stimulation (as components of Openness) and the lowest scores on the three items measuring security and conformity (as components of Conservation).
Class 6 (5% of population) combines a weak preference of Self-Enhancement over SelfTranscendence with moderate preference of Openness over Conservation. But compared to the other classes, this class' preferences are extreme. Its members have extremely high scores on the items that combine both Self-Enhancement and hedonism: being successful and rich, having a good time, and living a fun and exciting life. And by the same token these people have extremely low scores on various kinds of social-focused values -either belonging to Conservation (as conformity and tradition) or to Self-Transcendence (as benevolence and universalism).
Class 5 (23% of population) combines a moderate preference for Self-Transcendence over Self-Enhancement with a moderate preference for Conservation over Openness to change.
The moderate preferences coincide with the moderate scores on the primary value items, excluding the importance of power, which has the highest score across all the classes.
Class 4 is the largest one and it includes more than a third (38%) of the European population. It differs from all the other classes by the lowest degree of preferences. First of all there are zero (or close to zero) preferences between opposite value categories and as a consequence the lowest prevalence of one axis' score over the other (Fig. 2) . As it follows from 
Within and Between-Country Value Differences and Similarities
As mentioned, the classification for all of the European respondents is based on their responses to 21 questionnaire items without any consideration of each respondent's country of residence. Since the objective of this paper is to use the classification obtained as an instrument to describe within-country value diversity and between-country differences and similarities, we cross-tabulate the class membership and country of residence. The respondent's class shares within their country of residence are listed in Table 2 and Figure 4 .
These shares demonstrate that each of the 33 countries is internally diverse in its value class composition. 25 countries have representatives of all six value classes, and 31 countries have representatives of at least five value classes. Even Turkey, which is the least diverse country in our sample, has three non-zero value classes. Due to this fact, every country has commonality with each of the others 11 . The classification algorithm did not take into account the respondent's country, so the diversity we discovered was not in any way guaranteed.
Still, there are differences between the shares of the same classes in different countries. In order to demonstrate between-country value differences efficiently, we rely on the widely-used (Fig. 5) .
Members of classes 1 and 3 combine a strong preference for Self-Transcendence (over Self-Enhancement) and relatively high commitment to Openness to Change (this value category is either preferred over Conservation or viewed as slightly less preferable). These two classes are more represented in Nordic and Western Europe. Classes 2, 4, and 5, on the contrary, are more represented in Mediterranean and post-Communist Europe (all the differences are statistically significant, p<0,05). Class 4 is the "no-preference" class and the specialty of the two other classes is either very strong preference of Conservation to Openness (class 2) or "double moderation" combining the moderate preference of Self-Transcendence over Self-Enhancement and the moderate preference of Conservation to Openness (class 5).
To make the differences even more salient, we combine membership for classes that are prominent in more advanced European countries (Nordic and Western Europe) and for classes which are more represented in Mediterranean and post-Communist European countries. For classes 1 and 3 we get 45% and 41% membership for Nordic and Western Europe, which represents almost half of their population, and 2-3 times less membership in the Mediterranean and post-Communist countries (16 and 12%). And when we combine membership for classes 2, 11 For example, Russia has the same five value classes which France and most other European countries have (the share of the sixth class is statistically negligible in Russia). Some value classes that are well represented in France only have a small share in Russia (e.g. class 3 represents a value majority with 36% in France but a value minority with only 4% in Russia). However, people with the same pattern of value preferences do exist in both countries. 12 This classification has been recently and successfully applied by Norris and Davis (Norris, Davis, 2007) .
4, and 5, we get 78 and 82% for the Mediterranean and post-Communist countries and one and a half times less membership for Nordic and Western Europe (52 and 55%) 13 .
Correlations between shares of different classes for the 33 countries studied confirm our division of the classes into two groups: classes 1 and 3 on one hand and classes 2, 4, and 5 on the other. There are statistically significant negative correlations between the shares of classes belonging to different groups and positive or non-significant coefficients for the correlations between classes belonging to the same group.
We have demonstrated the substantive aspects of within-country value diversity and country similarities and differences based on these aspects. Now we turn to the description of the formal aspect of within-country value diversity and we will measure it by fractionalization index.
As we mentioned in the methodology section, this index shows the evenness of the population distribution among different classes: the higher the fractionalization, the more even the distribution. When all the classes have the same share within a country, fractionalization reaches its maximum.
Value fractionalization scores for European countries based on our 6-classes value classification are indicated in Fig. 6 . It is worth mentioning that the order of these scores is rather stable and does not depend on the number of classes used for value-based classification. The correlation coefficients between country fractionalization indices calculated for three-, four-, five-and six-class solutions are 0,90 or higher (N=33, p< 0,001). It seems that a higher degree of fractionalization is conducive to the country advancement and this impression is further strengthened by positive and significant correlation (0,55, N=33, p<0, 001) between value fractionalization index and country's Gross National Income (GNI) per capita 14 . 13 The impression that shares of value classes 1 and 3 are larger in more advanced countries is further confirmed by highly positive correlations of these classes' membership in a given country with its gross national income per capita (0.89 and 0.74 respectively). The fact that membership in classes 2, 4, and 5 is negatively associated with country advancement is further confirmed by negative correlations between membership and country GNI per capita (-0.53, -0.51, -0.74 strong preference for Self-Transcendence over Self-Enhancement & moderate preference for Openness over Conservation; Class 2: strong preference of Self-Transcendence to Self-Enhancement & strongest preference for Conservation over Openness; Class 3: strongest preference for Self-Transcendence over Self-Enhancement & weak preference for Conservation over Openness; Class 4: close to zero preference for SelfTranscendence over Self-Enhancement & no preference between Conservation and Openness; Class 5: moderate preference for Self-Transcendence over Self-Enhancement & moderate preference for Conservation over Openness to change; and Class 6: weak preference of Self-Enhancement to Self-Transcendence & moderate preference of Openness to Conservation. countries have representatives of not less than five value classes. Even Turkey, which is the least diverse country in our sample, has three non-zero classes.
The socio-political implication of this fact is that in all of the European countries, even countries with very different value class compositions, there are people who can bridge these countries' relationships by communicating with their "value allies" in the other country.
4. Our third hypothesis concerned the substantive aspect of cross-country comparison. It has been confirmed that there are significant differences in value class shares between Nordic and Western European countries on the one side and post-Communist and Mediterranean countries on the other. Statistically significant differences between these groups of countries have been found in shares of separate value classes and large differences have been found in ratios of membership in different value classes.
5. Our fourth hypothesis concerned cross-country comparison of the formal aspect of within-country diversity: we expected large between-country differences in levels of withincountry value heterogeneity. As a measure of value heterogeneity, we used the value fractionalization index. Greater fractionalization means a greater degree of evenness of withincountry value classes, and it seems that such evenness may be conducive to the country's advancement. We found that fractionalization is higher in more advanced European countries, i.e. in Western European and Nordic countries as compared to Mediterranean and postCommunist ones. This result is further strengthened by positive and significant correlation (r=0,55, N=33, p<0, 001) with the country's GNI per capita.
The unevenness of distribution means that the people in the given country are divided into value majorities and value minorities, and there is always a risk in such countries that the voices of the minorities may not be heard at all in the public space.
6. We can conclude that the latent value-based classes proved to be a feasible instrument for describing within-country value diversity and between-country value similarities and differences in Europe. Further steps include checking the robustness of the class system described and studying the determinants of class membership by regression analysis. 
APPENDIX: MPLUS CODE FOR LATENT CLASS ANALYSIS
